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Ameritech Michigan is seeking recovery of pole rentals which Ameritech Michigan pays to

attach its own wires to the poles owned by other utilities! While never submitted as part of

the record in this case, just days before MCTA's fJ.1ing was due, Ameritech Michigan did

provide MCTA with a workpaper dated September 26, 1996. That workpaper demonstrated

that as part of its pole rate Ameritech Michigan was seeking to recover the pole rentals which

Ameritech pays to attach its own wires to poles owned by other utilities. The inclusion of

these costs not only defies common sense, but it directly violates the FCC methodology

adopted by the MTA. (See, Letter from Kenneth Moran, FCC Common Carrier Bureau

Accounting & Audits to Paul Glist, June 22, 1990,5 FCC Red 3898 (1990); UACC Midwest.

Inc. d/b/a United Artists Cable Mississippi Gulf Coast v South Central Bell Telephone

Company, PA 91-0005 through PA 91-0009, DA 95-1363 (Common Carrier Bureau) (June

15, 1995).) In its supplemental filing dated January 16, 1997, Ameritech Michigan does not

even attempt to deny this fact.

E. Ameritech Michigan Does Not Dispute That It Duns Attaching Parties
Based On Excessive Rates

Ameritech Michigan does not dispute that it is sending dunning notices to parties

which attach to its poles and is seeking to recover a $2.88 pole rate, based on a tariff which

was rejected by the MPSC Staff and withdrawn by Ameritech itself. Moreover, Ameritech

Michigan tacitly admitted that this proposed rate was excessive, when it subsequently filed

a $1.97 pole rate. Rather than acknowledge its error and offer to rectify its erroneous

collection activities, Ameritech Michigan makes a veiled threat to impose a $4.95 per

pole/per year rate on attaching parties. (See, Appendix A, p 3 of Ameritech Michigan's

Supplemental Information filing, January 16, 1997.) Thus, Ameritech Michigan's solution

for its failure to provide access to its poles at just and reasonable rates is to threaten those
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who raised the issue with the Commission with an even more onerous and unsupported rate.

Ameritech's threat is hollow, 'however, because, effective November 30, 1995, the Michigan

Telecommunications Act made it illegal for Ameritech to change any pole rate that was not

calculated in accordance with the FCC methodology adopted in §361 of the Act.

F. Ameritech's Pole Rate Is Unjust And Unreasonable Because It Violates
Michigan Law

Ameritech claims that it proposed pole rate of $1.97 is just and reasonable because

it is lower than its previous MPSC-approved pole rate. What Ameritech conveniently ignores

is that its pole rate is now subject to a different statutory standard which was recently adopted

in Section 361 of the MTA. Unless and until Ameritech complies with the legal

FRASER

TREBILCOCK

DAVIS &

<;TER, P.C.
AWYERS

LANSING,

MICHIGAN

48933

requirements mandated by this statute, its pole rates are inherently invalid, unjust and

unreasonable. See, Northern Michigan Land & Oil Co v PSC, 211 Mich App 424; 536

NW2d 259 (1995).

ID. CONCLUSION

Despite its efforts to obfuscate the record with its January 16, 1997 filing, Ameritech

Michigan has failed to refute any of the evidence presented by MCTA which clearly

establishes that Ameritech Michigan is not providing access to its poles at just and reasonable

rates. Conceding that the FCC foimula is the appropriate pricing methodology for its pole

rate, Ameritech Michigan has never presented on the record in this case any workpaper to

demonstrate that its $1.97 rate was properly calculated under that methodology. In fact,

Ameritech Michigan offers not a single substantive criticism to MeTA's calculation showing

that Ameritech Michigan's maximum allowable pole attachment rate is $1.20, Further,

Ameritech Michigan does not dispute that in calculating its $1.97 rate, it included the pole
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rents that it pays for attaching its own wires to the poles owned by other utilities. Finally,

Ameritech Michigan does not dispute that it continues to send dunning notices to attaching

parties seeking to collect a clearly excessive rate of $2.88, based on an old tariff proposal

which was rejected by the MPSC Staff and which Ameritech Michigan itself withdrew and

replaced with a lower tariff rate.

Despite Ameritech Michigan's extensive filings regarding other issues in this case, it

has offered no evidence whatsoever to satisfy the third item of the competitive checklist which

requires access to poles at just and reasonable rates.

Respectfully submitted,

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, p.e.
Attorneys for Michigan Cable
Telecommunications Association

a/~......,4'/ .
By__-=~~~~_~/~~-:-::--:-:-:-:-- _

David B.S. Marvin (P26564)
Michael S. Ashton (P40474)

Business address:
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933
(517) 482-5800

Date: January 30, 1997
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COMiV11SSION
The undersigned, being first duly sworn, deposes and states that he served papers as

follows:

1. Document(s) served: The Michigan Cable Telecommunications Association's
Reply to Ameritech Michigan's Supplemental
Infonnation Filed on January 16, 1997

2. Served upon: See Attached List

3. Method of service: U.S. First Class Mail, unless noted as Hand Delivery

4. Date served: January 30, 1997

Subscribed and sworn to before

me this 30thJa..~f January, 97
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Counsel for MPSC Staff
(hand delivery)
David Voges
Assistant Attorney General
6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 15
Lansing, MI 48911

Counsel for Michigan Attorney General
Mr. Orjiakor N. Isiogu
Assistant Attorney General
Special Litigation Division
630 Law Building
P.O. Box 30212
Lansing, MI 48909

Counsel for Brooks Fiber Communications
Todd J. Stein
:Brooks Fiber Communications of Mich., Inc.
2855 Oak Industrial Drive, N.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49506-1277

Counsel for Ameritech
Craig A. Anderson
Ameritech
444 Michigan Ave., Room 1750
Detroit, MI48226-2517

Counsel for Teleport
Roderick S. Coy
Stewart A. Binke
Clark Hill, P.L.C.
200 N. Capitol Ave., Suite 600
Lansing, MI 48933
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Counsel for l\1ECA
Glen A. Schmiege
Mark J. Burzych
Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith
313 S. Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

Counsel for MCI
Albert Ernst
Dykema Gossett
800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

Counsel for WorldCom
Nonnan Witte
1~5 W. Allegan
Lansing, MI 48933

Counsel for Climax Telephone Co.
Harvey J. Messing
Sherri A. Wellman
Loomis, Ewert, Parsley, Davis &
Gotting, P.C.
232 S. Capitol Avenue, Suite 1000
Lansing, MI 48933

Counsel for Michigan Consumer Federation
Richard D. Gamber, Jr.
Michigan Consumer Federation
115 W. Allegan, Suite 500
Lansing, MI 48933

Counsel for AT&T
Ms. Joan Marsh
AT&T Communications, Inc.
4660 S, Hagadorn Road, 6th Floor
East Lansing, MI 48823
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Counsel for Continental
Telecommunications
Timothy P. Collins
Continental Cablevision, Inc.
26500 Northwestern Hwy #203
Southfield, MI 48076

Counsel for Sprint
Richard P. Kowalewski
Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
8140 Ward Parkway, 5-E
Kansas City, MO 64114-8417

Counsel for Telecom. Resellers
Andrew O. Isar
Telecommunications Resellers Assn.
4312 92nd Ave., N.W.
P.O. Box 2461
Gig Harbor, WA 98335-4461

Counsel for U.S. Department of Justice
Katherine E. Brown
U.S. Dept. of Justice
Antitmst Division
555 4th Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20001

Counsel for FCC
Gayle Teicher
Federal Communications Commission
Policy Division, Common Carrier Bureau
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 544
Washington, DC 20554

Ms. Linda L. Oliver
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street. N.W.
Washington, DC 20004
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, 444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750
Detroit. MI 48226
Office: 313·223·8033
Fax: 313·496·9326

Craig A. Anderson
Counsel

January 31, 1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: MPSC Case No. U-lll04.

Dear Ms. Wideman:
COMM!SS!ON

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is an original and fif­
teen copies of Ameritech Michigan's Reply to MFS' Submission of Information.

Very truly yours,

Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record

CAA:jkt



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Case No. U-11104

'. "Ct ':(" -l ,;'" iql IF' Q\.:::':'.~'l'.li n,--:,:rl" ("'.,; __IV ql-f \"J , ..... '-

FI LED

AMERITECH MICHIGAN'S REPLY TO MFS' JAN 3 1 1997
SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliant;e
with the competitive checklist in Section 271
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

)
)
)
)

-----------------)

COMMISSION
Ameritech Michiganl submits the following additionallnformation in

response to the late-filed comments submitted by MFS Intelenet of Michigan, Inc.

(MFS), dated January 14, 1997 and received on January 16, 1997.

MFS, until submission of its late-filed comments, had not previously

participated in this proceeding. Moreover, it was not until their late filing with the

Commission that MFS notified Ameritech Michigan that any of their allegations

constituted a breach of the parties' approved interconnection agreement or were

otherwise unlawful. To the extent that MFS' filing raises business and operational

issues, Ameritech Michigan is committed to work cooperatively with MFS, under

the framework and procedures of our interconnection agreement and all applicable

laws and regulations, to resolve each and every concern.

IMichigan Bell Telephone Company, a Michigan corporation, is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Ameritech Corporation, which owns the former Bell operating companies in the states of Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Michigan Bell offers telecommunications services and
operates under the names "Ameritech" and "Ameritech Michigan" (used interchangeably herein),
pursuant to assumed name filings with the state of Michigan.
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I. "Lepl Issues"

Most of the legal issues referenced by MFS were previously addressed

in Ameritech Michigan's submission of information dated January 16,1997 to which

Ameritech Michigan now references in response to MFS.

MFS also makes the novel contention that Ameritech Michigan does

not comply with the "separate directors" requirement of Section 272(b)(3). Even if

Section 272 were properly before this Commission in 'this proceeding, the fact that

Ameritech Michigan does not have a separate board of directors is entirely

consistent with applicable corporate law. Nothing in the federal Act superseded

state corporate law or would require that Ameritech Michigan institute a board of

directors. Rather, the Act at most requires that if a board of directors exists, it be

separate from that of Ameritech Michigan's long distance affiliate.

II. "Factual Matters"

A.

1. "Predominantly Oyer Its Own Facilities"

Although MFS asserts that its operations in Michigan do not meet the

"predominantly over its own facilities" test in Section 271(c)(l)(A) of the federal Act,

Ameritech Michigan initially notes that MFS is by no means the only competing

provider of basic local exchange service in Michigan. Ameritech Michigan refers

again to its January 16, 1997 filing with regard to the interpretation of the legal

standard in the federal Act.

Ameritech Michigan also notes that MFS has indicated that it

"provisions 222 access lines exclusively through its own facilities." However, as

stated by Ameritech Michigan in its November 12, 1996 filing herein, MFS has over

2,700 end office integration trunks connecting their switching offices with

- 2 -



,

Ameritech Michigan's switching centers. One such trunk can support from 10 to 18

exchange access lines. Using conservative estimates, Ameritech Michigan has

approximated that MFS' interconnection arrangements are supporting

approximately 24,000 access lines. MFS also fails to mention the fact that the.
reciprocal exchange of local traffic between the two companies is approximately 5.5

million minutes of use per month between the two companies. While the precise

number of local access lines involved in this traffic flow cannot be determined,

Ameritech Michigan believes it is fair to assume it involves more than 222 access

lines.

Moreover, in the following section, MFS also refers to 160 orders for

unbundled high capacity facilities just within the last 6 months, which MFS claims

it uses for both local exchange and private line service. Presumably, MFS also built

additional high capacity facilities. MFS has not provided any specifics regarding

these facilities which would provide the basis for any quantitative comparison; e.g.,

are any of MFS' access lines provisioned over high capacity facilities, which would

permit, for example, the aggregation of numerous PBX trunks over a single access

line, and correspondingly, enable the provision of multiple numbers of end user

stations served by each PBX line. Similarly, comparative information is lacking

with regard to the network access lines and unbundled loops being purchased by

MFS from Ameritech Michigan.

MFS states it only has one switch in Michigan. Ameritech Michigan

has previously indicated in prior filings that it believes MFS has two switches in

Michigan; an AT&T 5ESS in Detroit and an Ericsson ACE in Southfield. MFS also

acknowledges it has 128 route miles of fiber optic cable. MFS does not specify how

many buildings are connected to these fiber optic facilities. Ameritech Michigan

estimates that at least 100 buildings are connected to MFS' fiber facilities.

- 3 -
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Finally, MFS' assertion that it is not a facilities-based provider is

somewhat incredible in light of its other public statements. As demonstrated in the

attachments to the joint affidavit of Robert G. Harris and David J. Teece, Volume

3.3, Appendix A, Part 2, of Ameritech Michigan's Section 271 application to the FCC

(Docket 97-1), MFS, on its home page on the internet, touts itself as a facilities­

based provider:

"At the forefront .of this revolution is MFS, one of the first
nationwide, facilities based companies to offer a
complete range of communications service." (emphasis
added)

In its May 29, 1996 press release announcing its offering of local

service in Detroit (see attached), MFS further touted the fact that it is a facilities­

based provider:

"[MFSJ announced today that it is now offering a full
range oflocal, facilities based telephone services over its
103-route mile fiber optic network in the greater Detroit
metropolitan area.

'We're committed to delivering personalized customer
service and tailored communications solutions, supported
by our reliable state-of-the-art network facilities, to
Detroit area businesses ...

***
MFS ... greatly expands its presence in the greater
metropolitan Detroit area, with this end-to-end service
offering over MFS' network.

***
This is the first agreement between a regional Bell
operating company and a facilities based competitor
which seeks to satisfy specific requirements of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.'" (emphasis added)

For MFS to now attempt to claim that they are not a facilities-based

competitor is simply not credible.

- 4 -
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2. "No Residential Customers"

MFS states that it currently provides local exchange service only to

business customers. However, MFS' tariffs on file with the Michigan Public Service

Commission, consistent with the order granting a basic local exchange license to

MFS and the requirements of the Michigan Telecommunications Act, offers

residential service to all customers within the exchange service territories in which

MFS operates. MFS' interconnection agreement establishes rates for the pUrchase

of unbundled loops for both business and residence customers. MFS has, apparently

chosen to target its marketing efforts to business customers. Ameritech Michigan

anticipates that at least in the short term, many of the licensed basic local exchange

providers like MFS will focus their marketing efforts on more lucrative business

customers. However, the current lack of residential customers is solely a result of

MFS' own marketing decisions. As discussed in Ameritech Michigan's prior

submission, the federal Act does not incorporate a "metrics" test.

Whether or not MFS has chosen to do so, Brooks Fiber is currently

providing service to substantial numbers of the residential customers. Moreover, all

of the five competing local exchange providers in Michigan that have tariffs on file

with the Commission offer residential service to customers within the territories

they serve. Accordingly, 65% (or 3.2 million) of the total number of access lines

served by Ameritech Michigan today have a competitive alternative of at least two

providers for basic local exchange service, inc!uding both business and residence

customers. Many customers have choices from among at least four providers.

These are not theoretical choices offered to Michigan consumers - these are actual,

filed, effective tariff service offerings of licensed competitors offering services in

compliance with the mandate of Michigan law and Commission regulation. These

- 5 -



alternative local exchange providers offer real competitive choices for the majority

(approximately two-thirds) of Ameritech Michigan's existing customer access lines.

B. "Onerational And Competitive Issues"

1. ''Tl Proyisioning"

The T1 services which are referred to by MFS are categorized as

special access services under Ameritech Michigan's existing tariffs. Ameritech

Michigan is unaware of the extent to which MFS is using these services to currently

provision local exchange service to end user customers. To the extent that MFS is

aggregating its local access lines over high capacity T1 facilities, the extent of MFS'

local exchange operations may be understated, as discussed in the preceding

section.

Ameritech Michigan acknowledges there have been delays in T1

provisioning intervals during 1996, primarily in the early part of the year. The

intervals that were provided to MFS were the same intervals that were provided to

any customer that requested T1 service,both retail and wholesale. Ameritech is

addressing delays in its T1 intervals in part by hiring over 1,000 technicians,

redesigning processes, and investing in the network infrastructure. The T1

intervals are currently running in the 8 day interval range, which is considerably

better than previous performance.

Part of the difficulties faced by Ameritech Michigan in 1996 in

forecasting workforce and facilities requirements was the lack of accurate forecast

information from customers. Despite requests, competing providers like MFS have

been unwilling to provide forecast information regarding their local service offerings

and volume.

It is important to point out the Tl intervals mentioned in the MFS

letter relate to existing tariffed access service provisioning, and do not relate to

- 6 -



I

resale or other unbundled network elements. Network element performance has

been exceptional. For example, Ameritech installed 148 loops for MFS in October

without missing one due date. In November, 43 loops were installed without a miss,

and in December, 192 loops were installed, again without a miss.

2. "Unbundled Loop Proyisioning"

The issues raised by MFS are similar to those raised by Brooks Fiber

with regard to the necessity for joint coordination of customer cutovers. Ameritech

Michigan incorporates by reference its response to Brooks Fiber on this issue filed

herein on January 15,1997.

Ameritech Michigan has implemented procedures to work with

providers such as MFS to accurately and promptly coordinate unbundled loop

conversions. These procedures are designed to minimize any customer out of

service time associated with the conversion from "bundled" exchange service to

unbundled loop service.

MFS references several examples; however, MFS does not state how

many of their 818 unbundled loops were installed on time. The process of

converting exchange service involves manual steps and requires coordination of

technicians in the central office, in the field, and in the network elements control

center (NECC), in addition to coordination with MFS. Problems may occur with

complex cutovers involving multiple telephone numbers and loops for the same

customer. Although MFS claims that problems occurred in several instances,

without specifics, it cannot be determined if these problems are unique, infrequent

situations or part of an underlying process problem. Without specific details,

Ameritech Michigan cannot perform the required root cause analysis to determine

what may have caused the problem. Ameritech Michigan will continue to work with

MFS to address these operational issues.

- 7 .



It should be noted that coordination of unbundled loop conversions

involves both MFS and Ameritech Michigan. If MFS intends to convert an existing

customer's live service, MFS must provide Ameritech Michigan with appropriate

ordering information so that the disconnection of the existing service and the

installation of the unbundled loop are coordinated and related on orders. In

addition, since the orders in question are multi-line businesses, it is necessary for

the proper loop assignments and any number portability functionality to be related.

Without additional information, it is impossible to determine whether MFS is

referring to a problem caused solely by Ameritech or by MFS' own failure to proVide

Ameritech Michigan with adequate information to properly coordinate the orders.

MFS cites an instance where an Ameritech Michigan technician was

late for a cutover appointment. Again, without specifics, it is impossible for

Ameritech Michigan to determine the cause of the problem.

Finally, MFS refers to a situation where a line was not properly

"optioned," and that it took three weeks to reoption the line. Again, without any

additional detail, it is impossible to determine whether Ameritech Michigan was

solely responsible for these delays. It is possible for a competing provider to place

an initial order and later wish to change something after the service is already

installed. Such a situation would require a new service order to make the requested

changes. The change is subject to available facilities and force/load/dispatch

scheduling at the time the order is placed. These circumstances are often different

than those encountered when the initial order was placed.

3. "NPA-NXX Issue"

MFS had previously mentioned sporadic problems with NXX. code

routing and ratings. Ameritech Michigan asked for specific numbers in an effort to

investigate and resolve any problems. On January 27, 1997, MFS provided

- 8 -
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Ameritech with information on NXX issues to begin root cause analysis of the

situation and the steps necessary to correct any problem. A copy of the information

faxed by MFS on January 27, 1997 is attached. Ameritech Michigan is

investigating based on this information. Ameritech Michigan believes some of the

problems described by MFS are a result ofMFS' unilateral decision to move a prefix

code (NXX) to different locations in illinois.

4. "Reciprocal Compensation"

The situation described by MFS does not In any way involve a

"unilateral change" in the economics of doing business in Michigan; this is a blatant

red herring. On September 12, 1996, the Commission issued an order in Case No.

D-10860, which stated in relevant part:

"Finally, until local call termination charges are
implemented for all local traffic [specifically, EAS traffic
from independent LECs], no such charges shall be made
to competing providers. In that manner, the
nondiscriminatory requirements may be given effect."

Based on its understanding of that order, Ameritech Michigan sent a

letter to MFS and other carriers initiating an interim suspension of reciprocal

compensation arrangements. As acknowledged by MFS, after subsequent

discussions between the parties and clarification from the Commission, within

approximately 11 days, Ameritech Michigan advised MFS that, as requested by

MFS, Ameritech Michigan would not suspend reciprocal compensation

arrangements between the parties. No suspension was ever initiated, and there

was never any impact on MFS' economics of doing business in Michigan.

- 9 -



5. "Fiber Splice"

Initially, it should be noted that the collocation points referenced by

MFS were ordered in October 1994. MFS had not proceeded with their fiber cable

placement until July 1996 to complete these collocation sites.

At the Troy-Somerset location, MFS did not have their fiber cable to

the specified meet manhole at the time MFS contacted Ameritech in July 1996.

Ameritech Michigan could not proceed until MFS had completed this work. This

partially contributed to the delays and subsequent. rescheduling. Ameritech's

records indicate that on August 7, 1996, MFS was ready for the splicing to occur.

The splicing was completed on August 31, 1996.

At the Troy-Main location, Ameritech completed the requested work on

August 21, 1996. This site required additional central office work to meet MFS'

requested riser cable requirements. Furthermore, Ameritech spent 1.5 days

troubleshooting the fiber splice at MFS' insistence that Ameritech had improperly

spliced the cables. The Ameritech technician subsequently determined that MFS'

fiber cable was "open" at splice locations within MFS' own cable. Thus, MFS' own

network problems contributed to delays in providing service at Troy-Main.

6. "Ameritech's Term Products"

MFS' contention on this issue is somewhat confusing. Ameritech does

provide volume and term discounts to retail customers, and those volume and term

discounts are available to resellers at a wholesale discount. It appears MFS is

suggesting that it should be entitled to obtain volume and term discounts without

making any volume and term commitment, apparently because such a commitment

would be inconsistent with MFS' marketing strategy. Such an absurd

interpretation is not mandated by any law or Commission requirement.

- 10 -



MFS also appears to be contesting the Commission's prior

determination rejecting the demand for a "fresh look;" i.e., an abrogation of existing

valid contracts between Ameritech Michigan and its customers. Once again, the

Commission already addressed that issue clearly and succinctly when it rejected

such a proposal in Case No. U-I0647. See Ameritech Michigan's response to Brooks

Fiber, January 15,1997, p. 5.

CONCLUSION

Significantly, MFS has not identified any instance where Ameritech

Michigan is not offering the interconnection services and unbundled network

elements mandated by the competitive checklist in the federal Act. To the extent

that MFS has identified operational issues, Ameritech Michigan will continue to

work with MFS to address concerns through the business relationship between the

parties and, if necessary, the dispute resolution procedures in the interconnection

agreement between the parties as approved by the Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

AMERITECH MICHIGAN

~ fl. 1l.~ ClaJ)
CRAI A. ANDERSON (P28968)::~gan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 223-8033

DATED: January 31, 1997
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HFS Now Of~.rinq ~oc41 Telephone Services Over Its Own Fiber Network
[n Detroit ~

CE""O~. ll.y....,,..../PRN.wswir.1 _.: MFS Communications Company, Inc.
IMFSI announc""-ed=-coday"thac: rt is now offering a full range ot local.
f&c:i.lil:.i"'~-ba$ed telephone services over itS lO)-routQ-cn1·~e.

fiber-optic network in the greater Cetroit metropolitan area,

"We're commicted co delivering personalized customer se~ice and
cailored communications solutions. supported by our reliable state-of­
che-art network faCilities', to Det:oit-area businesses of all sizes.·
;aid Ronald Beaumont, president dnd CEO of MFS North America. •Our
customers ~ely on us co be the single point-of-contact for their
r.elecolMlunir:.=ar\f.\n; needs. This "ives thern l:ho f""edom to focI.ia o'n
what they do best -- growing their businesses."

MFG In~elenet. G ~nit of HFS. has Uc~n pruvi~inq ~ee.le-type local
t.elephone services to over 1.000 customers in Detroit since 1991. and
qreatly expands its presence in the greater metropolitan Detroit area.
''''lth l:lns end-to-end service offering over MFS' network, 't/:~t. '.'

MFS tntelenat offers one-stop shopping for comm~ions services
'to medi'~ and small businesses. It provides local tel_phone service,
domestic and international long-distance service and '\vafieey of•enhanced sp.rvi~p.~ .- voice mail. calling c~rd. 800/888 n~er

services. customized bi 11in9 and management reports. ..
,~

~~nce ~eptcmbcr 1995. MF~ Teleconl, 4nu~her operating unit of Mrs,
~as been serving large business and government customers in Detroit by
providing critical fiber links directly from a customer's location to
long-distance carriers or co other customer locations. MFS Telecom is
now also offering its customers local telephone services over Mrs'
fiber-Optic network.

~aSt ~eek. MFS and Ameritecn signed a landmark in~erconnection

a?re.~ene eha~ cov.~s Ame~itech'£ Eivc-~l:.Gto region. including
Michigan. ~his is the first agreement between a Regional ·itll
Operacin9 Company and a facilitles-basedcompetieor. whl'~se~s co
s4l:.isiy ~pec~fic requirements of the Telecommunications.K~of 1996 .

.,/ j.:



11..5 is a leading provi~er or communication serviceS for bu!1ii.1n and
government. Throl.lqh its operating subsidiarie's. MF'S' t!'roVi'de's' oWe-stop
shopping Cor integrated local and long-distanC" jar. ~~h~s a
wide range of high-quality voice. data and~oe~ .vf!Ii,tna
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444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226
Office: 313-223-8033
Fax: 313-496-9326

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: MPSC Case No. U-III04.

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Craig A. Anderson
Counsel

January 31,1997

JAN 31 '1997

COMMiSSION

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is an original and fif­
teen copies of Ameritech Michigan's Reply to Brooks Fiber's Second Submission of
Information.

Very truly yours,

Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record

CAA:jkt



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion, )
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance rvi1cJ-f!'1:~~ r 1),Qase No. U-11104
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 'J .I

F
" ),' I~:, ...'I_,!.~;' C~:'V:.'~" ..

of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. ) LED -I I Iv!::

------------------)
JAN 3 1 1991

AMERI§I§gJfiI~lM~'8~b~y~&mER's

Ameritech Michigan! submits the following additional information

regarding matters addressed in the letter from Brooks Fiber Communications

(Brooks Fiber) dated January 17,1997 to the Michigan Public Service Commission,

which was received by Ameritech Michigan on January 23,1997.

Ameritech Michigan has contacted Brooks Fiber to address the

business and operational issues raised in their letter to the Commission. The

purpose of this filing is to advise the Commission of Ameritech Michigan's positions

and proposed course of action regarding the allegations raised by Brooks Fiber.

Ameritech Michigan's commitment is to work cooperatively with Brooks Fiber under

the framework and procedures of our approved interconnection agreement and all

applicable laws and regulations to resolve each and every concern.

Brooks Fiber's most recent submission is, in large part, a reiteration of

the same issues raised in its previous filing in this docket of a letter to the U.S.

Department of Justice. Ameritech Michigan has already responded to many of

IMichigan Bell Telephone Company, a Michigan corporation, is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Ameritech Corporation, which owns the former Bell operating companies in the states of Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Michigan Bell offers telecommunications services and
operates under the names "Ameritech" and "Ameritech Michigan" (used interchangeably herein),
pursuant to assumed name filings with the state of Michigan.


